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Susan-

I have complered drafts of both versions (r and il) of the retter to wasatch county.

Version l: Require them to go to the board to enter inlo a self bond agreement, using the resolution as atool that exempts them frorn submitting financiats that quairies them io 
"nt", 

into a board agreement. Theboard agreement will be the written 
"oitr""iu"i"lre"ment that is the self bond

Version ll: use the existing resolution coupled with a revision, or an additional resolution (which is requiredany,'ilay to obtain signature authority) as the actual surety. In this cai; th; ;;i is the promise to reclaimincluded and identified in a resolution the boldeJstatement in the letter indicating the dollar amount theywill pay in the event they don,t reclaim.

Both versions require:
A reclamalion contract
a second resolution

Version I requires a self bonding agreement and the process of going to the board now and every time abond change is made. Upon releaie, grto th" b;"ij
version ll allows the Division to use the resolution as the bond, and since this is a small mine al s acres,and the risk is considered-to be quite small, then the resolulion is the accepted promise to the Statethat reclamation will be performed-'ln tnis regard, ih;y would be essentially acting as their own suretybond company so to speak. lt is their prom is-e to recljim or pay using their own assets to pay in the eventof forfeiture' My position on this one, is r ueriev" tn" rlk is minirnal and they are exempt from businesslicense, Corp registration, and other requiremlnts i.poseu on busineis 

"ntiti"". 
In addition to that,with a resolution indicating they are good for their woid, if th"t *"r" to go to the board for forfeiture, howembarrassing and soclally unacceptable that would be. Another point that I woulcl like to make isthey are a subdivision of the state, which makeslhem controlled by and liable to public ofiicials, just aswe are' Lastly, if we can use the resolution as the 'bond', it is essentialiv 0t" 

"quiu"r"nt 
to a ,self bond,wlthout the hassle. E""t

board contracl to , t think creates anyadditional risk, and from a 'good.neighbor (dare is;iistandpoint, it looks really good. lf the statute states"the division shall approve a methodaccepiaule to tt# operator consistent with the requirements of thischapter" and the forms of surety shown are not rimiieo to those id'd, then we should be able to do this.

In elther.case, say it were to go to court, there isn.t a ,hard, surety anyway. I hope we can do versionll as it witt make any and ail changes, ,"te"r; ;d;; ;uch easier.

I will put copies of the lefters in your box.

Beth


